The contributions to this book have discussed various legal aspects of the phenomenon of integrated administration in the EU and have contributed to developing a better understanding of the legal framework thereof. This has not been a simple task, not least because the founding treaties had not provided for a legal framework for this administrative integration. It was due to the evolutionary and diversified development of forms of integrated administration, that many new and unforeseen legal problems have arisen. They are often the result of forms of non-hierarchic, network-like structures and procedures of administrative cooperation in the EU. Across policy areas a general tendency can be observed of integrating a multitude of administrative actors from different jurisdictions in joint procedures. This often results in a mix of legal systems' rules being applicable to a single administrative procedure.
respect to a more general approach to EU administrative law, through publications either directly or indirectly concerning the topic. 5 The final chapter of this book therefore explores the relevant legal problems of administrative integration. It seeks to provide solutions to enhance the effective functioning of administrative tasks as well as their supervision and accountability, it reviews and discusses the findings of the different chapters in this book and proposes further approaches for developing EU administrative law. This chapter thereby reflects the three major parts of the book, starting with the models of understanding integrated administration (a) followed by procedural and structural aspects of integrated administration (b) and leading to questions of supervision and accountability (c) . In all of the considerations, the leading question is: Which could be the paths for the case law and legislation as well as the practice of institutions to follow in order to remedy inconsistencies and problems arsing from the dramatic and radical phenomenon of a developing integrated administration? These contributions to the discussion of the models of integrated administration show that there are many approaches and ways to describe the phenomenon of integrated administration. The terminology used in the nascent field of EU administrative law is not yet established. Nevertheless, these different descriptions show that integration of administrations in Europe through joint procedures and by a certain harmonisation of standards and substantive law has become far reaching and can be found in virtually all policy areas touched by EU integration. The consequence is that the traditional way of understanding EU law in the form of a quasi-constitutional two-level legal system has an increasingly limited explanatory value for the realities of implementing EU law. The legal consequences of these findings are subject of the second and third parts of the book.
b) The Future of Procedures and Structures of Integrated Administration in the EU
The contributions contained in the second part of the book provide an analysis of various procedural and structural arrangements within EU administrative law and the challenges the pose for supervision and accountability, in particular due to the various forms of administrative co-operation which is so prevalent for EU administrative action These contributions help to advance the search for elements of a general EU administrative law.
The second part of the book thereby looks at the latest developments in comitology (i), agencies (ii), composite administrative decision-making procedures (iii) and finally, international regulatory cooperation (iv). When the latter will enter into force, it will substantially change the parameters of the use of comitology committees as well as the conditions for supervision and accountability thereof. This is a result of the new distinction between legislative, delegated and implementing measures in the Treaty of Lisbon. Adapting the comitology structures to these new realities will require some creativity on the side of the institutions.
The framework of the debate about delegation of implementing powers will, as the contribution makes clear, develop further. The Treaty of Lisbon contains two specificities with respect to delegation and therewith to comitology. The first is the introduction of the typology of acts applicable to what are now first and the third pillar matters. Legal acts of the EU will be issued as legislative, delegated or implementing acts. 7 The difference between these different types of acts will be on one hand, the decision-making procedure applicable for their adoption, and on the other hand, the conditions as well as procedures for control and supervision of the actors adopting the acts. The second change in the 13 That will allow the EP to influence the future structure of comitology procedures to a much larger extent than was so far possible.
We also submit that a specific problem might arise from the possibility of sub-delegation of implementing powers, which will be an additional result of the distinction between the (5) In Meroni, the ECJ had considered as unlawful the delegation of discretionary powers to a private body powers containing the authorisation to take discretionary decisions and which went beyond the delegation to clearly defined powers. Such limitation of recipients of delegation might be intended to safeguard the coordinating role of the Commission for executive measures on the EU level. It however disregards the existing gap between the institutional reality in EU law and the constitutional situation. See for a discussion of these agency related problems Edoardo Chiti, Decentralisation Stated in the broadest terms, the purpose of co-operation in composite procedures is the joint creation and sharing of information. 28 Insofar there is a dichotomy of separation and co-operation. The organisational separation of administrations on the European and on the Member State level does not hinder intensive procedural co-operation between the administrations on all levels. These constellations of decision-making raise specific problems for supervision of administrative activity, especially for maintaining the rule of law through judicial review. The composite nature of many procedures and the often informal nature of information exchange make supervision and the enforcement of appropriate standards difficult. This holds all the more true in a system, in which 26 Member State decisions, under EU law, will often be given effect beyond the territory of the issuing state (referred to in the following as trans-territorial acts). Trans-territorial acts are also often referred to as transnational acts. The latter term is slightly misleading since it is not the nation which is the relevant point of reference but the fact that generally under public law, due to the principle of territoriality, the legal effect of a decision under public law is limited to the territory of the state which issues the decision and the reach of its law. EU law allows for certain acts to have an effect beyond this territorial reach within the entire territory of the EU, and in the case of extra-territorial effect of an act also beyond the EU. 27 With further discussion see e.g. harmonisation of procedural law is undertaken not systematically but remains sectorspecific.
The impact of the ever increasing amount of composite procedures in various policy fields has in legal doctrine so far not been sufficiently recognised and discussed. There (2) EC for non-financial compensation of a claimant through a declaratory statement.
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These suggestions to the interpretation of Article 288 (2) EC no doubt would change the existing case-law but they would be within the limits of the wording of Article 288 (2)
EC.
Next to furthering the possibilities of judicial review before the ECJ and CFI problems of composite procedures can also be addressed by broadening the possibilities of cooperation between courts. The idea presented in the paper by Hofmann is to build on the exceptional success of the preliminary reference procedure for establishing integration in 29 Often a publication of damaging information can constitute a serious breach of an individual's rights independently of the serious nature of the breach of a duty by the simple fact that the information is wrong. It is thus not inconceivable that such a situation will leave an individual without legal protection. This situation may easily amount to a violation of the principle of effective legal protection. Also the exchange of information which is wrong to an administrative network can be an illegal activity by an administration for which a declaratory judgment might be the necessary precondition for correction. A declaratory judgement not granting damages on the basis of plain illegality of the administrative activity, could become a sufficiently serious breach if the Community body were to in future violate the terms of the initial Court declaration. The CFI has become aware of these problems and begun to address them in Case making. In all of these activities, as has become evident from the various analysis in this book, administrative actors from various jurisdictions often work together either in joint bodies such as comitology committees or in composite administrative procedures. Forms of administrative supervision are however mostly oriented to supervision of the activity on one level -the EU level or the national level -the administrative activity however is integrated transcending levels. Against this background, Rowe develops proposals for improvement of administrative supervision. He suggests to explore the potential and need for greater standardisation of control measures, to give more concern to the costeffectiveness and efficiency of control, to find solutions for the supervision of cooperative or transnational administrative acts, which in his opinion should lie centrally with the Commission, and to pay more attention to the distinction between the supervision of the legality and the expediency of decisions.
(ii) Judicial Review
As the contribution by Alexander Türk demonstrates, existing approaches to judicial review of administrative activity also show shortcomings when faced with an increasingly integrated EU administration. As with the earlier discussed administrative supervision of administrative activity in the sphere of EU law, the problem remains that organisation of judicial review is based on a two-level model. It is still operating along the traditional dichotomy of the EU-level and the Member State level. The administrative reality however has through the development of integrated administration largely overcome this dichotomy. Without a further development of judicial review reflecting this administrative reality, meaningful judicial supervision will become increasingly difficult.
Various solutions are however conceivable to address the current shortcomings of judicial review of integrated administrative activity. While EU administrative procedures tend to involve European and national administrations, the final act which results from these procedures is either adopted at European or at national level. Mendes's contribution confronts this lack of understanding by analyzing the probably most well-understood field of integrated administration -that of state aid procedures, and carefully expands the picture obtained therein to a more generalized view. She argues that 35 See also the discussion on composite procedures in this volume.
the substantive relation of interested parties to the procedure is the basis for claim for participation rights. Much needs to be done in the way of developing impact assessment and notice and comment procedures in order to develop the possibilities of participation not only in single-case acts but also in more generally applicable types of act. Mendes shows ways to achieve this for both the decision-making phase and through means of expanding judicial review of an act. However this needs to be undertaken carefully in order to avoid regulatory capturing and other developments readily observable in other legal systems with strong participatory traditions. Key to the approach of increasing participatory elements in European administrative law is therefore the creation of participation rights for individuals. These must be transparent and judicially enforceable, through effective legal procedures.
The contribution by Christopher Bovis's is a further study in this vein. He focuses on the principles of transparency and accountability as the basis of public procurement regulation. His is a fascinating case-study on an area of EU administrative law which has become highly developed, whose procedures have become largely unified throughout the EU and which has established a regime at an important interface between public and private sectors. Transparency and accountability structures which are designed to give individual rights which can be judicially enforceable are at the heart of procedural harmonisation for public procurement. It was the only tool available in a complex matter with multiple jurisdictions containing very diverse rules and many cross-border implications of their specific activity. Public procurement is thus an area which despite not often being the focus of attention in the framework of EU administrative law, has developed an impressive body of case-law and harmonization for the link between the public and private spheres. Insofar, it is an important area of study to obtain an understanding of this link from a different perspective than the debate on participation in single-case decision making and administrative rule-making. This policy area thus has developed a sector specific structure of administrative law applicable throughout the EU and an adapted system of judicial review including the involvement of private parties for the enforcement of its provisions. Transparency provisions are the key to effective supervision of the compliance of public actors with public procurement provisions since these allow for interested private parties to engage in contributing to enforcement of the provisions.
Hanns-Peter Nehl's contribution then turns to an attempt to generalise approaches of good administrative law and practice as general principles of law. His contribution addresses one of the central notions for the developing European administrative law -the right and principle of good administration. This concept has increasingly been employed in the case law of the ECJ and the CFI in the past years as an umbrella notion of a general principle addressing a host of sub-elements ranging from the right to a fair hearing to access to documents and other important procedural rights. Their common element is that they are basic rationales of procedural justice and legality of administrative behaviour of any institution or body acting within the sphere of EU law.
Nehl shows that good administration, despite it having been defined to a certain degree in the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights, continues to be shaped in the case law of the CFI and ECJ. But he is highly critical of the lack of precise definition which the necessarily vague generic umbrella term of good administration has received. He suggests, in order to further develop European administrative law, the courts should focus on their obligation to control legality in order to uphold the rule of law. This protects individual rights in the procedure as a protective function which needs to be weighed against the more utilitarian function of assuring effective and legitimate decision-making. He submits that procedural principles summarized under the title of good administration understood in this way 'are particularly well suited to fill gaps of individual protection and to solve problems of legitimacy in multilevel or composite EC administration which involves executive activity shared by both EC institutions and the national authorities.'
These remarks need in our view to be reviewed in the context of an integrated administrative system. The procedural rights enshrined under the umbrella of Good Administration need to take account of the integrated nature of European administrative action. The involvement of administrative actors from the European as well as the national level makes it necessary that procedural rights be provided at both levels. This is most important to for the rights of defence, which have to be granted not only at the The decision-making process which involves the European and national administrations would, however, also benefit from the provision of more general participation rights, in particular for interest associations. While the dignitary rationale which guides the rights of defence gives way to a more instrumental rationale in case of general interests, participation rights enhance the transparency of composite procedures and ultimately strengthen the democratic legitimacy of a political administration. The organisation of such rights of participation has, however, to be balanced against the efficiency of administrative action, which makes a notice and comment system only attractive for general rule-making and more doubtful for individual decision-making.
d) The Future of Integrated Administration -Towards a Legal Framework ?
This book has highlighted the legal challenges arsing from the move towards an ever more integrated administration in the area of implementation of EU policies. Integrated administration in essence means the joining of administrative actors from different jurisdictions -i.e. the Member States and the EU as well as in some cases outside the EU -in joint procedures for both administrative rule-making and single case decisionmaking. These structures arise across policy areas in the EU. In summary many of the problems a modern EU administrative law faces, are problems arising from outdated conceptions of the nature of European integration. We find that European integration is not leading to a multi-level legal system with distinct procedures on different levels.
Instead the procedural cooperation in administrative rule-making and single-case decision-making has led to a high degree of integration through joint structures such as comitology and agency networks as well as procedurally through the creation of various types of composite procedures in various policy fields.
However, the diversity of rules and principles in the application of Community rules across the various policy fields in EU law raises the question as whether the time has come to create a harmonised administrative procedural law for Member State and EU institutions and bodies when acting in the sphere of EU law. An EU administrative procedure act for all administrative procedures in the sphere of EU law would allow for increased legal certainty in the face of network administrations in Europe. Moreover, it would contribute to more effective judicial review. Thereby, it would be possible to take the step from a fairly complex system of conflicts of law approach to a more streamlined joint standard of procedure. 36 Certain exceptions to this principle may be provided in European legislation.
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In view of the problems discussed in this book, it might therefore be time to re-examine the considerations to establish an administrative code for administrative procedures in the sphere of EU law. Harmonized legislations could contain rules and principles for issuing an act, participation rights and consequences of errors in the procedure. Thereby, an individual could gage far more precisely the chances and possibilities of protesting an act 36 Take for example the example of information generation and sharing discussed above. Frequently, within the system of integrated administration in the European Union, one administration will use information collected by another administration (either national or European). Therefore, limits to the use of information may arise from different sources. Conflicts rules exist in order to assign the applicable law, either the transmitting authorities' law, the receiving authorities' law or EU law. 37 Article 12 of regulation 1/2003, for example, clarifies that the 'transmitting authority' defines the purpose for which information may generally be used. This results from the transferring authority's power to define the subject matter of the data collection. Also, the transmitting authorities' law is applicable to determine whether the information may be used as evidence in a procedure to inflict sanctions onto natural persons. The receiving authorities' laws on the other hand will govern the question whether information may be used (see Article 12 (2) 
